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.REMARKS/ AROUME NTS 

L a\or-iH iV nxo ^ vOM Oi ^ ) < os t* n^ 

requested in view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. Claims 35-40, 42-48, 

51, 53, 55-57, 59-62, 64-66, and 74-94 are pending in the application, with claims 81-94 being 

new. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Applicant notes with appreciation the indicaiion on page 19 of the Office Action that 
claims 35, 43-47, 51, and 76-80 are allowed. 



35 U.S.C. §§ 102 & 103 Rejections 
Claims 36-40, 48, 53, 55-57, 59-62, 64-66, and 74-75 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,567,482 to Papovie (hereinafter Tapovjc"). 
Claim 42 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Papovie in view of 
US, Patent 6.836,469 to Gustafsson ei al (hereinafter "Gustafsson"). Applicant respectfully 
i Hese^'i i v. < e\< 

MP1P § 2131 sets forth die standard for a Section 102 rejection: 

"A claim is anticip „ ard every element as set forth in the claim is 

h at d ctli v i i i ■* i L -> > jf i e ^ - 

if- sj v , _ <<„. ^ v _ Co *, t ,\ 8i- T„a o„*. 631, 2 

USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir, 1987)). "The identical invention must be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the . . . claim/ 1 Id. {quoting Richardson v. Suzuki Motor 
Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236,9USPQ2d 1913, 1920 {Fed. Cir. 1989}). 

In addition, 'the reference must be enabling and describe the applicant's invention 

sufficiently to have placed it in possession of a person of ordinary skid in the field of the 

invention." In re Paulsen, 30 F.3d 1475, 1479, 31 USPQ2d 1671, 1673 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 
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Under the 35 U.S.C. § 102 anticipation standard outlined abom Applicant respectfully 
submits that Papoi jc k aU :as he clamed feat c c \ 

- v- ig allowe :cc: s slots f a physi c; existing k1o aece 

channel/' as detailed below. 

v rth a n orn access s c. Hut n I e 

one or mt i cen equen* „ i c es 3 c eeurate 

and efficient synchronization between radio transceivers. (See. e.g., Papovie, Abstract.) Papovic 
then applies these techniques in the context of a conventional ra dom access channel (RACH) 
scheme based on the slotted ALOHA approach. (See, e.g. t Papovich, col. 13, lines 14-24.) As 
such. Pa ce he conventional RAC H scheme hi .is ^ a 

improves ispon. As noted in the Background section of Applicant's specification, this 
conventional RACH scheme has several drawbacks, which the claimed embodiments addresses. 

For example, in this conventional RACH scheme, "only a subset of all possible FRAGH 
and AICH access slots is used, which limits the capacity of the RACH." (See, e.g., Applicant's 
Background section, paragraph [0005].} This subset is predetermined for each cell, and, 
accordingly each ceil typically broadcasts its subset to mobile stations in the vicinity. As 
i wh aect*s - oi i ^ n s i v cell is broadcast 

by the base stal o ; c wnltrik broadcast channe 1 Pap< c, c< i lines 25-28 see also, 
step 220 of FIG. &} 

in contrast Applicant has amended independent claim 36, for example, to more 
particu iriy reci hi - the la isd pars letej defii g lowed acc ss slots of the physically 
existing random access channel is *%nsinieally adjustable." In this way, the claimed 
embodiment provides io i he number of allowed access s - < e< > vork mc 

changed dynamically, e.g., based on random access messaging load and hardware requirements. 
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(See, eg. Apivcar: x p * -><- - = -i [o;,\y ^ ... _ h cj>, W .1 k tl g<. 
RACH channel can be used more efficiently so that multiple EACH channels per cell are not 
required (See e.g Applicant's specification, pas gi ph [i } \s .1 tec move, Fapovic uses 

ccess si i cheme. While 1 cc s c 

the partk c slot * ay vary by * ce whs Papovk -broadcasts the access slots 

available in the current cell), they are not dynamically adj ustable as in the claimed embodiments. 

The remaining independent claims (i.e., claims 37, S3, 55, 64, 74, 75) recite related 
subject matter to the above-identified independent claim 36, and arc therefore allowable for 
reasons similar to those given above. Further, the dependent claims are allowable at least by 
virtu > depc encj or the above-identified independent c at < s 
Moreo\ or, thcM. a au i <. ^ hx <rt«= 

taken either alone or in combination. For example, Hie distinctions noted above are made even 
tether evident in newly added dependent claims 81-94 
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CONCLUSION 

k- m<- < o (he ^ u > r_ r e v v - no tmunkv u is c- ^ <. ' ^il f the 

application is in condition foi allowance. If the £xa n ne? je ie\ £ mt m\ ad* riona cha iges 
would place the application in better condition for allowance, the Examiner *s incited to contact 
the und srs gi ed a to ie> at tl e telej < v i > be 1; sd below 
Dep osit Jccown A uthorization 

To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R, 1.136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any fees or overpayments that may be due with this response to 
Deposit Account No. 17-0026. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: September 1 8, 2009 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 

Attn:. Patent Department 

51 : S M re i us Di e 

San Diego, Cal mil 92121-1714 

I iephone 

Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 
^ i id mmi(s (n » e.s 



Donald C, Kordich. Reg. No. 38,213 
(858) 658-5928 



23 



